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OVERVIEW

.;,meframe: June-July 2005

_‘f umber Workshops: 15
~ — Daytime: 11, Nighttime: 2

| __-_-: ~ — Nighttime phone-in: 2

--'._. e —

__f: —e L ocations: oakland, Sacramento (2), Redding,
Eureka, Tracy, San Diego, Los Angeles, Coachella,
Bakersfield, San Luis Obispo, Fresno, Chino

* Total Attendance: 250 People
e Speakers: 21
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artIC|pants appreciated the format, contributed
rlnrl had their say” within the workshop.

2 orr Nith formal oral comments wanted to present first
1) Jenwoerkshop, rather than at the end.

o VI st participants came without having read the Plan.

__:’E""”.f; H‘iose Withoeut prior knowledge liked table breakout
= s@ssjens, learning from others and sharing their ideas.

~ % Tables shared ideas with one another.
® Time was given for formal comments or speeches.

® Evening sessions (phone and in-person) were conducted
more like traditional hearings.




DYV echnlcal stafi meeting withi stakeholders and
ZIIBWE 2 ¢lile) guestions of clarification was helpful and
Appr eciated by participants.

Jc- iFSat at the tables and recorded table-level

scussions. However, participants sometimes called
pon staff to facilitate discussion and ask guiding
questlons

_' s Jlable Groups were reluctant to assign roles (recorder,
facilitator, timekeeper); however, facilitators easily
encouraged them to do so and move forward with
discussion.
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AGVIsSeR/ Committee members speaking at the
MEE] Igs were extremely effective: they
| u ovided! credibility, shared insights, and raised
&= {he levell of interest among participants.

..--:-.._-E--- —

:J'A cemmon: guestion in the table notes was,
“How were AC members chosen?”

e Aavisory Committee View and common “AC
member talking points” helped AC presenters
and provided consistency across meetings.




evv hose 10 Speak during the designated speaking
| Jrrr the end' ofi the meeting.

=i Brisheets were essentialto keep comments and

== 12 2ble-level discussion focused.

.-l--"-..'.‘l-_lﬂl—l— =

_"' ~S=Consolidating people into larger, fewer Table Groups
' helped pull all participants into the discussion.

e Almost all participants stayed until the end of the
workshops. Very few people left early and those that
did said it was because of personal time constraints.
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Siezuerroutreach needed. Except for agriculture, the private
afle) f PI=profit sector (e.g. businesses, developers and
Irlnr GCAPENS, Elc.) Were not represented in the meetings.

eholders ad not heard about nor seen the Water Plan
'?:' I mass; media (newspaper, radio, public T.V., etc.).

S Phone-in sessions were not well attended. Telephone

_.-I-I"'

.-lr_-a:—aTtendees fiound out about sessions through personal

= contacts. Those who attended liked the format.

- & Scheduling conflicts affected attendance. For example, on
June 30 In Fresno, the Water Plan meeting was at the same
time as the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
hearing for air quality emissions and fees rules.




“Plojopy Packing” on other standlng Stakeholder forums
melr Eaites Angeles, scheduledin place of the regular
sSeUhEnCA Water Dialogue meeting, had the best

rlrrrn dance

BN ETine schedule a little more in advance so notices can

= Pc placed!in topical publications and newsletters and
ﬁ.p = -=w0rkshops planned around existing meetings.

— s \Work more closely with DWR communications to
develop a standard press release that can be
customized and targeted to local press.

* Obtain greater AC assistance In placing items in local
press and in reaching other audiences.




Fnam dates;and deadlines prior to Public Review: Draft
relms‘ laderscheduling Workshops very difficult.

rielfc JCENUpPON “donated™ or “free” public meeting rooms
gIBermeaderit difficult to schedule back-to-back days for
WEoUaphic continuity.

_ ,,'_.; E-lack of control over the quality of meeting rooms
;;‘?:':p*roved challenging.
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== Spome locations were inconvenient, far from population or
traffic centers.

e In large rooms, microphones during reports and Q&As
promoted public dialogue as people heard comments
clearly.
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PPEople liked having sweets:
Ome suggested the small turn-

Sl might have may have been
B Jecause of relatively little

B Controversy in the Water Plan
= ~ (i.e., high comfort level, low fury
factor) rather than boycott or
apathy.
e HOW DID TURN-OUT COMPARE
TO PREVIOUS B-160s ?7?7?7?
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Pughcr-anngs
T]m*‘ - January-February, 1998
NBITBER: 8
Jg.r: iime: 6 (4 of those at 4 p.m.), Nighttime: 2

SRecations: Rancho Mirage, Ontario (2), Sacramento,
B @eoencord (2), Fresno, Redding.

S f’ﬁ)tal Attendance: 104

_‘" & Speakers: 7

Public cemmments: The public draft of Bulletin 160-98 was released in January, 1998
and on March 25, the public comment period was extended through April 15. DWR
received 7 oral comments from public hearings and 203 written comments. According
to a CALFED memo, DWR received more than 1000 pages of comments.
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Puglie fleziglglefs
Nimler: 21
- _)rlj imez 12 or 13

- NJc ttime: 8 or 9l (three meetings were held in Santa

a2 and it Is unclear whether 2 were in the afternoon or
== * Venlng)

&Lecatlons Santa Ana, Oakland, San Luis Obispo, Visalia,

Tfruckee, Victorville, Red Bluff, Eureka Stockton, Palm
Desert

s Total Attendance: 250
e Speakers: 99




REFLECTIONS




